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Summary

Over the past 14 years, the Califorrua Postsecondary Education Com-
mssion, as directed by the Legslature, has reported annually on the
compensation earned by higher education executives in California’s public
unwversities, and the comparison between these salanes and those n simi-
lar institutions nationally

This report responds to that directive and to more recent legslative re-
quests for additional detail by reviewing and commenting on total ex-
ecutive compensation information provided by the Califorma State Unu-
versity and the University of Cahforma Included is information on ex-
ecutive salanes received by California Community College at the cam-
pus, district, and statewide levels Also discussed are recent trends n
higher education executive compensation and other aspects of compen-
sation, such as housing and automobile allowances, where applicable

This report presents the following information about salanies, as of Feb-
ruary 1, 1995, in California lugher education at the campus level and in
each of the system’s statewide offices

¢ Califormia Community College chief executive salanes at the campus
and district levels range from $77,784 to $145,000 the mean salary
for chancellors 1s $118,509, the presidents’ mean is $92,523 for multi-
college distncts, and $99,680 for single-college districts The mean
for vice chancellors at the systemwide level 15 $85,540, the base salary
for the statewide chancellor is $115,068

+ The mean salary of the Califorma State Uruversity campus presidents
1s $132,796, lagging the national comparison group by 22 5 percent
The State University Chancellor receives $175,000, the salanes for
other State University statewide executives range from $125,688 to
$138,504

¢ Umversity of California campus chancellors received a mean salary
of $187,900, lagging two comparisons groups by 7 8 and 13 7 percent,
respectively The Umversity president’s base salary 1s $243,500,
salaries at the vice prestdential level range from $172,900 to $190,000

This report was adopted by the Comrmssion at its June 5, 1995 meeting
on a recommendation by its Fiscal Policy and Analysis Commuttee To
order copies of thus report, write to the Commussion at 1303 J Street,
Suite 500, Sacramento, Califorma 95814-2938, or telephone (916) 445-
7933
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The Commission’s
prior analyses of
executive
compensation

Background and Organization
of the Report

N ITS LAST report in this series, the Commission noted the intense interest that
the topic of executive compensation has generated over the past several years among
the public Two reasons were suggested for this attention

* All facets of lugher education -- particularly those that have financial implica-
tions -- are receiving greater scrutiny as college costs have escalated, and,

+ The perception that some executives over the past few years have been exces-
sively rewarded financially has heightened concerns about executive compensa-
tion policies, the actual compensation levels, and the oversight of govermng
boards in establishing both the policies and the levels

In this third report of the senes, the Commussion discusses current executive com-
pensation policies on both the campuses and in the systemwide offices as well as
compensation packages eamed by these executives in the 1994-95 year within the
larger context of Califorma higher education 1n the 1990s

The Commmussion’s reports on executive compensation began in 1981, when sup-
plemental language to the Budget Bill that directed the Commussion to present
“comparative information on salanes of admmstrators within the University of
Califormia and the Califorma State University ” These annual reports over the past
14 years have detailed the extent to which the salaries of administrators in Califor-
ma’s public umiversities compare to those in sumilar institutions nationally

However, the recent escalation of interest in executive compensation 1ssues result-
ed in the Legislature directing the Commussion to examine in more detail the com-
pensation received by California’s public higher education executives The 1992-
93 Budget Bill contained the following language

It 1s the intent of the Legislature that the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State University report to the Cahforma Postsecondary Education Com-
mussion on January 1 of each year, begintung on January 1, 1993, on the level of
the total compensation package for executives of the University of Califorma
(including the president, senior and vice presidents, and campus chancellors)
and the Califorma State University (including the chancellor, senior and vice
chancellors, and campus presidents), respectively Information on the total com-
pensation package shall include detail concerning all of the following

(1) The structure and amount of salary compensation {current and deferred
cash benefits), including but not hnuted to, all special supplemental income plans
and nonqualified deferred income plans
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Organization of
this report

(2) Actual expenditure data associated with health and retirement benefit and
perquisites by all funding sources (including non-General Funds), including, but
not himited to, salary, insurance benefits, payment of federal and state income
taxes, payment of property taxes, housing allowances, house maintenance al-
lowances, benefits to spouses, subsidized interest rates, and expense accounts

It 1s the intent of the Legislature that the Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commission review the information provided and transmit 1ts comments there-
on to the Joint Budget Commuttee, the fiscal commuttees of each house, the
appropriate policy commuttees of each house, and the Governor on or before
March 1 of each year, beginmng on March 1, 1993

Although this language was vetoed by the Governor, the California State Univer-
sity and the Umnversity of Cahformia have submitted reports to the Commussion
during the past three years Additionally, this report includes information on Cali-
forma Community Colleges, 1n that 1t describes the compensation of executives at
the campus level, in the district office, and in the statewide Chancellor’s Office

This Commuission report responds to both the 1981 and 1992 legislative directives
by presenting information on the total compensation packages paid to higher edu-
cation executives 1n Califorma public umiversities and the extent to which the base
salanes of campus executives in these systems compare to those earned by execu-
trves of comparable institutions across the country Moreover, this report exam-
mes trends 1 levels of executive compensation at the Cahfornua State University
and the University over the past two years

Section Two provides a context 1n which to examine 1ssues of executive compen-
sation by explonng the role and responsibilities of those who hold those positions
-- a section that remains largely unchanged from last year’s report

Section Three presents information on the compensation earned by chief execu-
tives on community college campuses and in the statewide Chancellor’s Office as
of February 1995

Section Four discusses the compensation program of the Califorma State Unuiver-
sity It compares the base salaries of campus presidents with those received by
chief executives on comparable campuses nationally and then analyzes the com-
pensation earned by seven executives in the State Umiversity’s Office of the Chan-
cellor as of February 1995

Section Five describes the current University of Cahforma’s executive compensa-
tion program, the compensation packages currently in place for the campus chan-
cellors, the salanes paid to their counterparts at comparable mstitutions nationally,
and the compensation receirved by ten executives at the systemwide Office of the
President as of February 1995



Context of the Report

N TRADITIONAL economic terms, within a free-market system, an individual’s
salary 1s closely related to the value that others place on the individual’s work 1n
terms of productivity, complexity, required technical expertise, and level of respon-
sibiity Examuning the level of compensation for public higher education execu-
tives thus involves analyzing these four factors, with particular attention to answer-
ng the question, What are the major responsibilities of executives in public col-
leges and universities?

Responsibilities Former Legislative Analyst A Alan Post, in lus 1992 report on executive compen-
of public higher sation to the Regents of the Umversity of Califorrua, identified three distinct areas
education executives 1n which college and university executives should demonstrate leadership qualities
and sound judgment academe, business, and government (p 16) These three
areas of expertise encompass the three principle responsibilities of public higher
education executives -- educational leader, corporate admimstrator, and public

servant

1

Educational leader- Chancellors, presidents, and supenntendents of Califor-
ma’s public universities and community college districts are, first and foremost,
educational leaders whose responsibility is to help students develop the skills,
competencies, and knowledge they need for success and for ensuring the eco-
nomic, social, and polifical heaith of the State Moreover, educational execu-
tives serve as catalysts 1n coalescing faculty and staff members to fulfill their
nstitutions’ academic mussion and in providing the physical, financial, and per-
sonnel resources necessary to accomphsh its educational purposes

Corporate admimstrator. California’s public higher education executives op-
erate enterprises of various sizes and complexities Many campuses have bud-
gets 1n the tens of millions of dollars, workforces in the thousands of faculty
and staff members, and outcomes 1n the hundreds or thousands of educated
students and graduates Moreover, higher education executives raise revenue
from multiple sources, establish prionities for the allocation of those resources,
and admunster myniad programs in light of disparate and often contradictory
federal, state, and local regulations and laws

Public servamt: As Mr Post notes 1n hus report, executives of public colleges
and umversities function 1n a governmental capacity and are the custodians of a
public trust rather than of “a moneymaking enterprise governed by the ‘invisi-
ble hand’ of Adam Smuth > As such, according to Mr Post, they require the
mtellectual and moral qualities which foster and sustan the collegality of the



Policy issues in
considering
executive
compensation

academic community, including both faculty and students, and maintain the sup-
port of the alummi, the political bodies, and the public” (ibid )

These three academuc, corporate, and government responsibilities are often mutu-
ally complementary and supportive, but inherent disparities among them tend to
become foci of discussions about the appropriate level of compensation for public
higher education executives — and about the policies, criteria, and methodologies
that should govern the estabhishment and review of those compensation levels
These contradictions are exemplified in questions such as these

1 Should presidents and chancellors be compensated at levels significantly higher
than senor faculty?

2 Should presidents and chancellors recerve higher salaries than some State elect-
ed officials or State-level agency directors?

3 What influence should the compensation of executives in non-academic but equal-
ly responsible positions have on that of presidents and chancellors?

4 Should presidents and chancellors receive salary increases at a time when stu-
dent fees are escalating? If those salary increases were not granted, could stu-
dent fees be maintained at their current levels or even reduced?

Particularly when these discussions are conducted 1n a high-profile atmosphere
charactenzed by examples of perceived abuse -- either by executives themselves
or by governing boards -- the opportunity for rational and constructive dialogue
becomes remote

The Commussion hopes that this context for the analysis that follows will contrib-
ute to a more constructive discussion about the policies, guidelines, and methodol-
ogy for determining and reviewing the compensation levels of California’s pubhc
higher education executives As Mr Post imphes, the policy 1ssues surrounding
compensatton for higher education executives are complex because these execu-
tives function in multiple roles with mutually complementary, albeit sometimes
disparate, expectations and responsibiities

On the one hand, they manage a highly trained and experienced workforce and
muiti-million dollar budgets to accomplish an extraordinanly vital mission and, as
such, they should be appropnately and well compensated

On the other hand, they hold a public trust and serve the public interest and, as
Mr Post notes, “many features of public service and academuc leadershup  pro-
vide psychic income or job satisfaction apart from monetary considerations

In actuality, as will be seen, these two views are reflected in the policies of Cali-
forma’s public systems of higher education that are described in the final sections
of this report



The Commission’s
perspective on
executive
compensation

The Commission’s
responsibility
regarding executive
compensation

The Commussion views the topic of executive compensation on three levels

1 As a small element of lugher education finance, because of the relatively nsig-
nificant amount or proportion of resources invested m higher education that
are dedicated to the salanes or perquisttes for executives,

2 As a sigmficant contnbution to quality in higher education, because of the cru-
cial role that executives play 1n leading campuses and setting institutional prior-
ities, and,

3 As a major public relations challenge, because of its potential to generate mus-
understanding and a high degree of negative emotion -- whether justified and
reasoned or not -- that has the capacity to endanger public confidence and trust
in the entire higher education enterprise

The Comnussion’s activities with respect to executive compensation have con-
centrated, and continue to focus, on the contributions to educational quality that
executives can ensure and the impact of compensation levels on the financing of
higher education To that end, the Commutssion has identified the foilowing funda-
mental public policy 1ssues with respect to executive compensation

1 What should be the critenia for setting compensation levels for higher educa-
tion executives?

2 How should those criteria be measured and assessed?

3 If a comparative methodology 15 determined by governing boards to be the
appropnate strategy for setting compensation levels, who should be the com-
parators and on what basis should they be selected?

4 How should the mutual roles and responsibilities described above be reflected
1in compensation levels? That 1s, should the comparators be other lugher edu-
cation executives, corporate chief executive officers, or governmental officials?

5 What are the standards of performance expected from higher education execu-
tives and by what criteria should compensation levels be established for incum-
bents?

This report and subsequent studies in this senes will focus on generating discus-
sion related to these 1ssues

The responsibility for establishing policy and setting executive compensation lev-
els in California public higher education rests with the governing boards of each
community college distnct and the statewide boards for the public umversities
Moreover, each commuruty college distnct and public umversity system’s govern-
ing board identifies the methodology that 1t believes appropmate to implement 1ts



policies and determines the specific level of compensation to be earned by each
executrve 1n the district or the system Finally, the governing board has the re-
sponsibility of reviewing on a regular basis the salaries of 1ts executives and decid-
ing whether those salanes should be modified

The Commussion’s primary role with respect to executive compensation 1s to present
information on three 1ssues (1) the policies adopted by the governing boards, (2)
the levels of compensation that have been set, and, (3) when appropnate, the ex-
tent to which those levels compare to similar institutions nationally Additionally,
through 1ts staff, the Commussion participates in discussions leading to the identifi-
cation of the sets of institutions comprising the comparison groups for the Califor-
ma State University and University of Califorma that are described in Parts Four
and Five of this report Finally, the Commussion seeks to focus attention on those
aspects of the 1ssue of executive compensation that are relevant to the enhance-
ment of educational quahty within acceptable fiscal parameters

Readers are encouraged to review the three remaining sections of thus report from
thus vantage point In so dowmng, executive compensation can be placed in 1its ap-
propriate context within the mynad challenges and issues facing Califorma higher
education as the twenty-first century approaches



Executive Compensation in the
California Community Colleges

HE LEGISLATIVE DIRECTIVE to the Commussion for this report cid not in-
clude the Califorma Community Colleges However, the staff of the Chancellor’s
Office for the community colleges asked last year that the Comnussion include in-
formation on compensation at the district and statewide levels, and the Commus-
sion agreed to do so The Chancellor’s Office has similarly submitted a report for
the 1994-95 year, which the Commussion reproduces in Appendix A onpp 31-42
below Here, the Commission summarizes the content of that document and com-
ments on the personnel configuration and salary levels in the community colleges

Compensation  Three major configurations exist among communty colleges 1n terms of organiza-
for executives tional structure
in community

. . .
college districts 19 multi-college districts have chancellors as chief executive officers whose

responsibilities are to adminster district operations and oversee the multiple
campuses (n the district,

* 54 nstitutions within multi-college districts are administered by presidents, and,

+ 52 nstitutions in single-college distnicts have superintendent/presidents as chief
executive officers

Because the complexity and scope of responsibility often varies on the basis of these
structural or organizational differences, information on compensation level 1s pre-
sented separately for each of these three groups of executives

Chancellors of multi-college districts- Display 1 on page 8 presents mformation
on the base salanes received by the 19 chancellors of multi-college districts Con-
siderable variation exists in the level of compensation earned by these chancellors
The range spans $54,916 -- from $90,084 in the San Bernardino Distnct, whuch
consists of two colleges, to $145,000 in the Saddleback District, which 1s also
composed of two campuses The mean salary recerved by the 19 chancellors 1n
1994-95 15 $118,509

College presidents in multi-college districts The 54 presidents of individual in-
stitutions within multi-college districts earn from $77,784 to $111,912 1n 1994-
95, as shown on Display 2 on page 8 The president of Vista College earns the
lowest salary this year, while the presidents of Contra Costa and Diablo Valley
Colleges earn the highest The mean salary received by college presidents for this
year is $92,523



DISPLAY | Califorrmia Community College Chancellor’s Salaries, 1993-94 and 1994-95

Dustnct

Chabot-Las Positas

Coast
Contra Costa
Footlull-DeAnza

Grossmont-Cuyamaca

Kem

Los Angeles
Los Rios

North Orange County

Peralta

199394
$105,000
119,309
128,750
125,000
106,700
107,911
119,236
115,000
121,125
119,548

195485

Source Adapted from matenal submutted by the Chancellar's Office, Califorma Commmmity Colleges

DISPLAY 2 Califorma Commumty College President’s Salaries, 1994-95

College 199495 Salaries
American River $94,215
Bakersfield 04,046
Cafiada 09,934
Cerro Coso 86,009
Chabot 83,883
Coastline 94911
College of Alameda 81,624
College of San Mateo 99,984
Columbia 83,529
Contra Costa 111,912
Cosumnes Raver 95,993
Crafton Hills 82,776
Cuyamaca 39,409
Cypress 89,301
De Anza 95,790
Duablo Valley 111,912
East Los Angeles 01,898
Evergreen Valley 96,116
Foothill 95,790

Distract 1993-94 1994.95
$105,000 Saddleback 145,000 145,000
121,696 San Bernardimno 106,645 90,084
133,372 San Dicgo 128,012 135,400
128,750 San Jose-Evergreen 110,000 112,200
110,900 San Mateo County 110,160 112,368
112,443 State Center 124,400 125,688
125,000 Ventura County 119,100 119,100
115,000 West Valley Mission 110,000 110,000
121,125 Yosemute 100,000 109,002
119,548 Average Salary 116,889 118,509
Collego 1994-95 Salanes College 1994-935 Salaries
Fresno City 03,432 Modesto Jumor 84,697
Fullerton 89,301 Moorpark 96,471
Golden Wes 94,911 Orange 93,349
Grossmont 94,330 Oxnard 101,592
Irvine Valley 92,225 Porterville 82,542
Kings River 94,188 Sacramento City 95,136
Laney 87,456 Saddleback 92,225
Las Positas 83,683 San Bernardino Valley 81,144
Los Angeles City 91,898 San Diego City 97,536
Los Angeles Harbor 91,898 San Diego Mesa 97,536
Los Angeles Mission 83,873 San Diego Miramar 97,536
Los Angeles Pierce 93,020 San Jose City 100,922
Los Angeles Southwest 91,167 Skyline 99,984
Los Angeles Trade-Techrucal 91,898 Ventura 96,471
Los Angeles Valley 82,750 Vista 77,784
Los Mendanos 106,734 West Los Angeles 93,020
Merritt 84,975 West Valley 85,000
Misston 96,000 Average Salary 92,523

Source Adapted from material submutted by the Chancellor’s Office, Califorrua Community Colleges



Superintendent/presidents of single-college districts The average salary of the
52 superintendent/presidents in 1994-95 1s $99,680, with a range from $83,120 to
$138,166, as indicated on Display 3 below The lowest salary 1s received by the
superintendent/president of the Mendocino-Lake District, with the highest salary
paid in the San Francisco District

Display 4 on page 10 summanzes the range and mean compensation levels for

DISPLAY 3 Califorma Community College President/Superintendent’s Salaries, 1993-94

and 1994-95
College 1993-94 199495 College 1993-94 1994-95
Allan Hancock $95,000 $97 400 Mt San Jacmto 90,900 90,900
Antelope Valley 105,404 82,137 Napa Valley 93,351 08,244
Barstow 84,000 84,000 Palomar 111,175 113,621
Buite 95,765 95,766 Palo Verde 89,500 89,500
Cabnillo 95,000 109,140 Pasadena 115,000 117,300
Cerritos 115,000 115,000 Rancho Santiago 105,496 105,496
Chaffey 102,940 95,000 Redwoods 93,500 93,500
Citrus 97,319 97,319 Rio0 Hondo 104,635 104,635
Compton 95,000 96,000 Ruverside 115,000 115,000
Desert 91,575 91,575 San Francisco 119,500 138,166
El Camino 103,000 108,400 San Joaquin Delta 110,864 110,854
Feather Raver 85,500 88,500 San Luis Obispo 03,358 92,275
Fremont-Newark 104,756 90,874 Santa Barbara 98,439 98,425
Gavilan 100,000 95,000 Santa Clanta 105,000 105,000
Glendale 104,000 104,000 Santa Momica 129,669 131,614
Hartnell 96,831 98,768 Sequolas 98,584 08,583
Impenal 83,513 33,513 Shasta-Tehama-Triity 99,500 99,500
Lake Tahoe 84,975 84 975 Sierra Jt 08,950 100,449
Lassen 84,609 83,000 Siskiyous 81,200 83,120
Long Beach 100,000 100,000 Solano 87,825 99,500
Marm 95,000 95,000 Sonoma 119,100 114,648
Mendocino-Lake 80,400 83,120 Southwestern 110,223 110,224
Merced 92,830 92,880 Victor Valley 113,220 113,200
Mira Costa 102,832 96,069 West Hills 87,000 03,090
Monterey Penmsula 90,698 90,660 West Kern 87.675 87,675
Mt San Antomo 123,900 123,900 Yuba 111,490 98,000
Average Salary 99,713 99,680

Source Adapted from matenal submuited by the Chancellor’s Office, Califorua Community Colleges



DISPLAY 4 Salaries of Chief Fxecutives

in Califorrnia Community Colleges, 1994-95

Chancellors  Preaidents
of Muli 1 Muli-Collepe

ColllegeDhstricts ~ Dstricts
Number 19 54
Minimum Base Salary  $90,084 $77,784
Maximum Base Salary $145,000 $111,912
Range of Salary $54.916 $£34,128
Mean Base Salary $118,509 $92,523

Average Change from

1993-94 to 1994-95 +$1,620 --*

* Information on presidents’ salanes not reported for 1993-94

President/

Supenmendends
of Single
College Districts

52
$83,120
$1338,166
$55,046
$99,680

-$33

Source  Adapted from material subnutted by the Chancellor’s Office, Caltforma

Cotnmumty Collepes

these groups of chief executive officers by
structural configuration The information n
this display suggests that

L ]

Executives with districtwide responsibility
-- etther 1n a multi- or a single-college con-
figuration -- earn more, on average, than
institutional presidents

Not only are average salaries higher for dis-
trict executives, but both the mummum and
maximum salanes are larger as well

More vanation exists in salanes for district
executives than institutional presidents

In summary, the allocation of resources dis-
played at the left suggest that responsibilities
at a district level are viewed as menting more
compensation than admimstrative duties at a
single college

Trends Observable trends in compensation paid to executives over the past two years are

in compensation
levels in community

+ Salanes for 12 chancellonal positions were modified between the 1993-94 and
1994-95 years In all but one case, these salary levels were increased This
resulted in an overall average increase for the 19 chancelional positions of $1,620

m this time penod -- an upward adjustment, on average, of approximately 1 4

+ Because mformation was not reported on salaries for presidents m multi-col-
lege districts during 1993-94, no trend analysis was possible

* Of the 52 presidential/superintendent positions in single-campus districts, sala-
ries changed in approximately half of them In 16 positions, salaries increased,
n 11, compensation levels decreased Some of these changes -- in both direc-
tions -- were quite significant given that only one year had elapsed, however, no
mformation was presented in the report on the circumstances resulting these
changes Among those districts adjusting executive salaries dramatically were
Antelope Valley, Cabnllo, Chaffey, Fremont-Newark, MiraCosta, San Fran-
cisco, Solano, and Yuba As a result of these changes, the mean compensation
for president/supenntendent positions decreased by $33 over the last two years
However, there was no change in compensation level over the last year in about

college districts
percent
half of these positions
Compensation
for systemwide part of State government
executives

10

The Chancellor’s Office of the Cahfornita Community Colieges 1s considered to be
As such, the rules, regulations, and procedures that
apply are those set by the Department of Personnel Adminustration, the State Per-



sonnel Board, and the Department of Finance rather than those under the purview
of the Board of Governors -- the statewide governing board of the commumnity
colleges

Classification of executives and managers in the Chancellor’s Office fall under
two State Civil Service designations (1) exempt positions, whose incumbents
are “appointed by the Governor” and for whom no permanent civil service status
or tenure exists, and (2) Career Executive Assignment (CEA) positions, in which
the incumbent 15 a State employee serving at the discretion of a supervisor, upon
removal, the incumbent may return to a previously held permanent civil service
classification

Display 5 below presents information on the designations and salanies of the 11
executive positions currently filled in the Chancellor’s Office As this display indi-
cates, six of the positions are presently designated as exempt, with the incumbents
not being permanent civil servants According to the community coliege report,
“exempt salanes were determined by DPA {Department of Personnel Admimustra-
tion} based upon the compensation equivalent to the employee’s compensation at
the college or district office they left ” Five executive-level positions carry CEA
designations, with the incumbents having permanent civil service tenure and their
salaries and they “acquired the salary placement equivalent to other State service
executive positions”

Two organizational changes have occurred at the executive level in the Chancel-
lor’s Office since the Commussion’s last report on executive compensation

DISPLAY 5 Designated Compensation for Califormia Community College Chancellor's Office
Executive Staff, 1993-94 and 1994-95

1993-94 1994-95

Tule Desimnation Salary Salary
Chancellor Exempt $106,404* $115,068*
Deputy Chancellor Exempt 95,400* 103,176*
Vice Chancellor-Admumstration and Fiscal Policy Exempt 01,224% 98 652%
Vice Chancellor-Legal Affairs and Contracts Career Executive Assignment 84,192 91,056
Vice Chancellor-Human Resources Exempt 83,952% 90,792%
Vice Chancellor-Economuic Development / Vocation

Education Exempt 83,952*% 90,792+
Vice Chancellor-Student Services and Special Programs Exempt 74,664*% 90,792*
Vice Chancellor-Cummiculum and Instructional Resources  Carcer Executive Assignment 74,508 80,580
Vice Chancellor-Policy Analyses and Development Career Executive Assignment 74,508 80,580
Vice Chancellor-Governmental Relations Carcer Executive Assignment 67,788 73,308
Vice Chancellor-Management Information Systems Career Executive Assignment 67,788 73,308
Mean Salary of Vice Chancellors 78,064 85,540

*Salanes listed do not reflect the reduction of approxamately 5 percent in actual compensation.
Source Adapted from malerial submutted by the Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges
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+ While the incumbent remains the same, the Deputy Chancellor now occupies
an exempt position, whereas previously he had been on an Interjurisdictional
Exchange -- a loan from a district to the Chancellor’s Office, and,

¢ The position of Vice Chancellor - Strategic Issues and Resource Development
has been elminated

Compensation of the chancellor The chancellor’s designated base salary 1s
$115,068 Because the Chancellor’s Office 15 a State government agency subject
to the policies of State Civil Service, the chancellor 1s not ehgible to participate in
any deferred compensation program beyond that to which every State employee 1s
entitled The chancellor receives health, welfare, and retirement benefits identical
to those for all exempt State service employees He receives no housing allow-
ance, but he does have the use of a State car for the conduct of State business,
and, as a State employee, he receives General Fund revenue on a reimbursement
basis to cover travel costs which were incurred on State business No mformation
15 available from the report in Appendix A about the existence or extent of any
other expense allowance

Compensation of the deputy chancellor: As mentioned earlier, the deputy chan-
cellor is now an exempt employee who earns $103,176 He receives the same
health, welfare, and retirement benefits as other exempt State employees

Compensation of vice chancellors: The nine vice chancellors who compnse the
remainder of the executive staff have designated compensation levels ranging from
$73,308 to $98,652, with a range of $25,344 In 1994-95, their average compen-
sation was $85,540 They receive the same health, welfare, and retirements ben-
efits as other State managers, and they have the use of a State car when conduct-
ing State business

Three trends are apparent about the compensation of these various executives

+ Because all of them are State employees, changes in their compensation levels
are determined by State regulations and procedures, and since the last report,
the State has authorized merit-based adjustments in compensation for both CEAs
and exempt employees who recerved a satisfactory performance appraisal from
their supervisor In total, the statewide maxamum for the two ment-based ad-
Justments amounts to 8 percent As Display 5 indicates, each systemwide exec-
utrve recerved performance reviews menting the maximum increase in compen-
sation

¢ The position of vice chancellor-student services and special programs was re-
classified since the last report  As such, the incumbent received an additional
increase in compensation beyond the 8 percent allocated to all CEAs and ex-
empt employees on a ment basis

* Although the chancellor received the maximum adjustment of 8 percent and
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has a current base salary of $115,068, his salary lags that of chancellors of
multi-college districts, on average, by $3,862, or 3 4 percent On the other
hand, the community college report indicates that the recent increases in com-
pensation for other systemwide executives now place their salaries on a par
with their counterparts at the district and college levels

Displays 1 through 3 illustrate the fundamental pninciple underlying executive com-
pensation in the California Commumty Colleges — district autonomy and flexibil-
ity Unhke California’s public umversities, whose governing boards set compen-
sation levels for campus faculty and executives on a systemwide basis, responsibil-
ity for determining and reviewing compensation for both faculty and executives of
the commumty colleges 1s vested in each of the 71 district’s goverming board
Each district makes its own determination of appropnate compensation levels,
presumably based upon 1ts financial condition, performance of the incumbent,
measures of local costs of living, and governing board prerogatives

The Commission recognizes the advantages and value of local decision-making
and district autonomy within the commumty colleges Among the advantages 1s
that flexibility and autonomy provide the opportunity for community colleges to
meet the unique needs of their students and community on a programmatic basis
However, with respect to executive compensation, local autonomous decision-
making continues to raise policy concerns that need to be addressed 1f the commu-
nity colleges are to be viewed as a higher education “system,” as called for in
Assembly Bill 1725 of 1988 Among the anomalies created by local decision-
making on executive compensation are

* Compensation levels within executive types (chancellors, presidents, superin-
tendent/presidents) do not seem to be related to distnict or college size, pro-
gram offerings, or other quantifiable measure, and,

» The presidents/supenintendents of several single-college districts and even pres-
idents within multi-college districts are compensated at nearly the same or higher
levels as chancellors in multi-college districts -- a counter-intuitive notion when
viewing compensation levels as related to degree of responsibility

While solid rationales may exist for these anomalies, the information contained 1n
these displays raises questions about the efficacy and equity of executive compen-
sation policies within the commumnity colleges In short, there does not appear to
be any rationale on a statewide basis for the establishment of compensation levels
for community college executives

In its report, Choosing the Future, the Board of Governors’ Commussion on Inno-
vation presented an action agenda to move the community colleges into the next
century, including (1) creation of a statewide system of compensation for commu-
nity college faculty and administrators, and (2) removal of the Chancellor’s Office
from the State Civil Service System and 1ts placement under the Board of Gover-
nors The California Postsecondary Education Commission views the first of these

13
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two recommendations as deserving immediate discussion among the vanious
community college constituencies to determine 1ts advantages and disadvan-
tages in terms of fiscal, governance, personnel, and programmatic consider-
ations Among actions that mught be considered 1n such a discussion 1s the
possibility of establishing statewide policies and compensation level param-
eters that could inform and guide the actions of local boards of trustees as
they determine the specific salaries of their chief executive officers

With respect to compensation for systemwide executives, the elimination of
Interjurisdictional Exchanges over the past year has reduced the complexity
of the personnel configuration and resultant salary schedules in the Chancel-
lor’s Office The Commission continues to support the efforts of the Chan-
cellor’s Office in simplifying and reducing the complexity of its personnel
arrangements, including eliminating the disparity in compensation levels of
as much as 13 percent among vice chancellors with sumilar levels of respon-
sibility -- dispanties due seemingly only to a position’s designation as Ex-
empt or CEA

Further, the Commussion views the Commuission on Innovation’s recommen-
dation to remove the Chancellor’s Office from the State Civil Service Sys-
tem and place 1t under the Board of Govemnors as worthy of consideration
In the Commussion’s planning document, The Challenge of the Century, the
Commussion has recommended that a lngh pnionty 1n improving statewide
collaboration is to identify ways to vest greater policy and governance au-
thority 1n the Board of Governors One step n that direction would be for
the Board of Governors to assume full responsibility for the Chancellor’s
Office, including the capacity to develop its own personnel structure and set
appropnate compensation levels This placement of the Chancellor’s Office
directly under the Board of Governors would have the potential advantage
of resulting in greater clarification of 1ts responsibilities and more central-
1zed locus of accountability for its actions
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the California State University

HE CALIFORNIA State Umiversity’s report on executive compensation — repro-
duced 1n Appendix B on pp 43-47 -- describes the State University’s policies as
well as the specific compensation levels that 1t has set for campus presidents and
systemwide executives effective as of February 1, 1995 In addition, 1t presents
information on presidential salanes at comparison institutions nationally Here, the
Commussion summanzes and comments on that report

In September 1993, the Trustees adopted an executive compensation policy “to
mamtain a competitive market position and recognize individual performance ”
Specifically for campus presidents, this policy calls on the State Umversity to

+ Establish compensation levels for presidents based upon the average compen-

sation received by the chief executives at the 20 campuses that the Commussion
uses for faculty salary comparisons,

+ Set the average total cash compensation for State University presidents at ap-

proximately the mean of the presidential salanes at the companson institutions,

+ Determune the actual compensation paid to individual presidents on the basis of

“rmission, scope, size, complexity, and programs of each campus” in addition to
an appraisal of individual performance and experience as well as recruitment
and retention experience Appraisal of presidential performance will include
information “on general adnunstrative effectiveness, working relations within
the system and campus, educational leadership and effectiveness, community
relations, personal charactenstics, and management performance, drversity
of faculty, staff and students, graduation and retention rates of students, nsti-
tutional advancement, including fund raising, and maintenance and preserva-
tion of the State’s financial investment 1n the physical plant” While perfor-
mance reviews will continue to occur trienmally, the Trustees have agreed to
permut greater partictpation in the process by various campus constituencies
Henceforth, upon completion of a review, the Chancellor will 1ssue an open
letter to the campus detailing the major findings of the review and establishing
goals for president for the next period

Consider regional cost-of-living differentials in setting the housing allowance
for presidents at different campuses, and,

+ Commut to open and full discussions on matters of executive compensation

The Trustees’ policy further stipulates that systemwide executives should have



their compensation levels established on the basis of an appraisal of their perfor-
mance and experience as well as comparable levels of compensation for individu-
als in similar positions nationally Housing allowances for systemwide executive
entitled to them should be based upon regional housing costs

Display 6 below presents information on the compensation recerved by presidents

DISPLAY 6 Compensation for Califorma State University

Presidents, 1993-94 and 1994-95

Base Salary Base Salary  Base Salary
Prior1o asof as of
Campus Apnl 1994 Apnl 1994'  February 1995
Bakersfield $118,212  $130,033  $130,033
Chico 115,956 121,752 121,752
Domunguez Hills 116,760 127,268 127,268
Fresno 115,956 132,189 132,189
Fullerton 115,956 128,711 128,711
Havward 115,956 129,870 129,870
Humboldt 122,880 132,096 132,096
Long Beach 117,768 117,768 142,008
Los Angeles 124,020 136,422 136,422
Monterey Bay n/a nfa 142,008
Northridge 134,300 138,344 138,844
Pomona 115,956 125,232 125,232
Sacramento 124,020 140,142 140,142
San Bernardino 118,764 128,265 128,265
San Diego 122,292 136,967 136,967
San Francisco 120,012 134,413 134,413
San Jose 115,956 124,072 132,600
San Luis Obispo 124,020 146,343 146,343
San Marcos 115,956 122,913 122,913
Sonoma 117,960 127,632 127,632
Stanislaus 128 304 128,304 133.008
Mean Salary £120,075 $130,462  $132,796

1 Adopted by the Board of Trustecs on January 26, 1994

2 Includes General Fund and non-General Fund allowances.

Housing
Allowance
or Provimion ?

$12,000
18,000
15,000
Provided
Provided
18,000
12,000
Provided
18,000
18,000
Provided
Provided
18,000
15,000
18,000
30,000
18,000
Provided
22,800
15,000
15,000

Source  Adapted from material submrtted by the Office of the Chancellor, the Calsfornia State

University
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of the State University at three
points 1n time duning the last two
years (1) prior to April 1, 1994,
(2) as of Apnl 1, 1994, when all
presidents with regular appoint-
ments recerved an upward adjust-
ment, and (3) as of February 1,
1995 That information may be
summarized as follows

Compensation prior to April 1,
1994 Through the first three-
quarters of the 1993-94 fiscal year,
presidential salaries ranged from
$115,956 at the Chico, Fresno, Ful-
lerton, Hayward, Pomona, San
Jose, and San Marcos campuses to
$134,800 at Northndge The mean
salary for all 20 presidents was
$120,075

Compensation as of April 1, 1994
As Display 6 indicates, 18 of the
presidents -- those who have reg-
ular appointments -- recerved base
salary increases as of Apnl 1994
that reflected the policy approved
by the Trustees at their January
1994 meeting The adjustments
averaged $10,387, or an 8 7 aver-
age increase per presidential posi-
tion, although the adjustments
were made on an individual basis,
with each receiving a differential
adjustment The base salary for
regularly appointed State Umiver-
sity campus chief executives
ranged from $121,753 at Chico to
$146,343 at San Luis Obispo, or a
$24,590 span as of Aprl 1, 1994
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The mean base salary for all presidents, including the two current mnterim presi-
dents at Long Beach and Stanislaus, was $130,462

Compensanon as of February 1, 1995 Since April 1, 1994, new presidents have
been appointed at the Long Beach, Monterey Bay, San Jose, and Stanislaus cam-
puses As a consequence solely of the adjustments 1n presidential salanes at these
campuses, the mean compensation level for State University presidents rose to
$132,796 as of February 1, 1995, with the same previous range

In addition to base salanes, State University presidents receive assistance with
housmng expenses because they conduct “essential business and institutional ad-
vancement” activities in their homes The State University either provides housing
or a housing allowance that is adjusted based upon the regional cost-of-living dif-
ferentials in the California housing market As Display 6 shows, six presidents --
those at Fresno, Fullerton, Long Beach, Northndge, Pomona, and San Luis Obis-
po -- live in homes provided by the State University, while the remaining 15 re-
cerve housing allowances ranging from $12,000 at Bakersfield and Humboldt to
$30,000 at San Francisco The mean housing allowance currently 1s $17,320 from
both State General Funds and other sources

State University presidents recerve three additional perquisites
1 A State-owned automobile for business purposes,

2 Standard health, welfare, and retirement benefits that are similar to those re-
cerved by all management employees 1n the system, and,

3 A reimbursable entertainment allowance of $3,600 a year maximum to defray
the cost of State Unuversity business expenses

These prerequisites are among the most common offered to executives at compa-
rable institutions nationally, according to a survey by consultants for the State
University that the Commission discusses on the next page

Three trends are evident from the preceding information

¢ The predominant trend is that the average compensation level for State Univer-
sity presidents has increased by 10 6 percent since the third quarter of the 1993-
94 year For sitting presidents, the increase became effective on Apnti 1, 1994
No adjustments have been made since that time, and none are expected through
the 1994-95 year

+ At the three existing campuses where new presidents were hired since the last
report, all presidential compensation levels increased -- particularly at the Long
Beach campus, where annual compensation rose by $24,240

¢ The presidential salary at the new Monterey Bay campus was set at $142,008
which is the second highest 1n the system
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For several years, the Commission has analyzed the relationship between the com-
pensation recerved by State University presidents and their counterparts at a set
of 20 institutions nationally that the Commission uses for comparing faculty sal-

aries
Arnzona State University Public
Bucknell University Independent
Cleveland State Untversity Public
George Mason University Public
Georgia State University Public
Illino1s State Unuversity Public
Loyola Umversity-Chicago Independent
North Carolina State University-Raleigh Puble
Reed College Independent
Rutgers Umiversity-Newark Public
State University of New York, Albany Publc
Tufts Utuversity Independent
University of Colorado, Denver Public
University of Connecticut Public
University of Maryland, Balhimore Public
University of Nevada, Reno Public
University of Southem Cahforma Independent
University of Texas, Arlington Public
Umiversity of Wisconsin, Milwaukee Public
Wayne State University Public

In the past, the State University has gathered information on executive compen-
sation at these companson institutions through the annual survey conducted by
the College and University Personnel Association (CUPA) For this report, how-
ever, the State Umversity contracted with Willlam M Mercer, Inc, to collect
this information A copy of the Mercer report 1s available from the Chancellor’s
Office

Nineteen of the 20 comparison institutions provided information on the compen-
sation paid to their chief executive officer for the 1994-95 year The mean annu-
al salary at the reporting institutions of the comparison set was $162,728, with a
range from $112,000 to $245,000

The executive compensation policy of the State University calls for its average
presidential salary to be set at approximately the mean of the salary of chief ex-
ecutives at the 20 comparable institutions nationally In comparing the $162,728
mean presidential salary of the 19 responding institutions with that of the State
Umniversity’s presidents as of February 1, 1995 ($132,796), the State Unuversity
presidents earned $29,932 less than their counterparts No State University pres-
ident received a salary comparable to the mean at the comparison institutions, and
the average salary for State Umversity presidents lagged the average of their com-
parators by 22 5 percent



Compensation The executive staff in the Office of the Chancellor at the State University consists
for State of seven positions Display 7 below presents information on the compensation
University  associated with the positions last year and this past February

systemwide
executives

The chancellor receives an annual salary of $175,000 and 1s the only State Univer-

sity employee to participate in a deferred compensation program n the amount of
$10,000 from non-General Fund sources Salanes for the other executive staff
range from $125,688 for the Vice Chancellor - University Advancement to $138,504
for the Executive Vice Chancellor

Other benefits that accrue to executive staff in the Office of the Chancellor 1n-
clude

1

Housing that is provided or a housing allowance for the chancellor, executive
vice chancellor, and senior vice chancellor,

An automobile that is provided to the chancellor and automobile allowances of
$9,000 per year for the executive and senior vice chancellors,

Health, welfare, and retirement benefits simlar to those of the State Universi-
ty’s management staff, and,

A maximum of $3,600 per year reimbursable entertainment allowance for the
chancellor and a maximum of $1,000 a year in reimbursable expenses for the
six other executives

DISPLAY 7  Compensation of State Umiversity Systemwide Executive Staff, 1993-94 and 1994-95

Apnl 1, 1994 February 1, 1995 AI]IIZL\‘A'S:& Car Allowance
Title Base Sajary Base Salary ot Provision' or Provision?
Chancellor? $175,000 $175,000 Provided Provided
Executive Vice Chancellor $138,504 $138,504 $18,000 $9,000
Senior Vice Chancellor, Acadermc Affairs $131,502 $131,502 $£18,000 $9.000
Vice Chancellor, Business and Fmance $135,000 $135,000 0 0
Vice Chancellor, Human Resources/Operations $120,504 $130,008 0 0
Vice Chancellor, University Advancement $120,504 $125,683 0 0
Intenim General Counsel $129.996 $133,000 0 0

1 Includes General Fund and non-General Fund allowances

2 Execulve stafl without a specified allowance may use a state-owned vehicle for business purposes
3 Also receives an addibonal $10,000 i non-State deferred compensation

Source Adapted from matenal subnuited by the Office of the Chanceller, the Califoria State Unuveraity

Trendsin  Three trends are evident from the preceding information

compensation in the
siatewide
Chancellor's Office

¢ The only adjustment 1n compensation for a executive who was a permanent

employee at the time of the last report was a merit/equity ncrease for the vice
chancellor, human resources/operations Her salary rose from $120,504 to
$130,008
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¢ The Intertm Vice Chancellor, University Advancement received an increase of
$5,184 when he became a permanent employee this past year

¢ The new Interim General Counsel earns approximately $3,000 more than her
predecessor

The Trustees’ current policy establishes executive compensation levels and ad-
justments to those levels that appear to reflect judgments made on an individual
basis, taking mto account vanations among campuses and presidential experi-
ence, longevity, and performance The Commussion views this change in policy
as desirable and consistent with its recommendation in Executive Compensation
in Califorma’s Public Unmiversities 1992-93, that encouraged the systems to “de-
lineate the factors that influence the development of, and differences between,
compensation packages for their executives” (p 2) The Commussion believes
that thus change reflects a more understandable, deliberate, and rational strategy
for setting, reviewing, and adjusting executive compensation levels

Clearly, the mformation m this report demonstrates that the salanes of State Un-
versity presidents lag significantly their comparators nationally In its last analy-
si1s, the Commussion noted that the reported lag of 11 1 percent was probably an
underestimate due to differences in reporting time penods, indeed, the lag for
1994-95 15 22 5 percent, despite the recent adjustments to all presidential salaries
and the inclusion of salaries paid to new presidents that are higher than the sys-
temwide mean Making progress in reducing this lag is a high prionity of the State
University The Commission supports this effort, particularly given the system’s
demonstrated commitment to diversify the composition of its executive leader-
ship staff -- a commutment that the Commission shares However, the commut-
ment to recruit and retan quahfied candidates who reflect the diversity of the
State places the State Umversity in a fierce national competition because of the
unfortunate fact that stifll too few individuals from Asian, Black, Latino, and Na-
tive Amencan backgrounds, as well as White women and people with disabilites,
have the traditional range and pattern of expenence regarded by search commut-
tees as meeting the standard recruitment criteria for presidential positions There-
fore, the difference 1n salaries between the State Umversity and 1ts companson
institutions may limut 1t from continuing to attract not only strong and competent
leaders 1n general, but those from diverse backgrounds in particular

Despite the stndes made by the State University in developing, implementing,
and articulating a rational and thoughtful executive compensation policy, the Com-
mussion s concerned about the recent trend 1n compensation levels for new pres-
wdents for two reasons

¢ As the State University will have further opportunities to select new presi-
dents, consideration of equity 1n compensation levels between existing and new
campus executives should continue to be an integral part of its salary setting
process Clearly, recruiting fresh talent to the system should be a high priority,
likewise, retaining strong and competent leaders should be an equal pnionty



for the system, particularly given the disparity between the State University’s
compensation levels and those of its national companson institutions

¢ Externally, the ligher salanes paid to new presidents may raise questions with
respect t0 executive compensation With student fees escalating, perceived
lack of course offerings, continued deferred maintenance, and the tendency to
search for simple solutions to complex challenges, the perception that the sys-
tem is paying higher salaries for new presidents rather than holding or reducing
this particular expenditure category could become an issue for the State Uni-
versity While not supporting this perspective, the Commussion 1s concerned
about the potential for misunderstanding of the State Umiversity’s recent ac-
tions in this area, given the recent volatile history of academic executive com-
pensation in California

The Commussion acknowledges that these comments could be construed as a mixed
message to the State University with respect to executive compensation On the
one hand, it commends the system’s efforts to date in establishing a more under-
standable and rationale policy than existed in the past for setting and adjusting pres-
1dential salanies and for recruiting a qualified and diverse cadre of leaders, despite
the system’s competitive disadvantage because of the salary dispanties noted above
On the other hand, the Commussion recognizes the potential internal challenges in
this area that may loom for the system and the ommipresent external specter of re-
sentment that executive compensation can generate The Commussion expects that
the system will continue its progress in building a strong leadership team, yet will
be cautious n 1ts actons — ever mindful of the inherent ambivalence today among
the public and policy makers with respect to higher education costs in general and
those for executive compensation in particular



Executive Compensation
at the University of California

HIS LAST SECTION of the Commussion’s report presents information on the
current executive compensation policy of the Umiversity of Cahforma, the com-
pensation currently recerved by the University’s nine campus chancellors compared
to that received by similar executives in comparable institutions nationally, and the
compensation provided to the executive staff in the Office of the President In-
formation for this section 1s based upon the Unuversity’s report, which 1s repro-
duced 1n Appendix C on pp 49-54 of this document

The University’s  As the Commussion has previously noted 1n its reports 1n this series, the University
policy on executive changed its executive compensation policy substantially between 1992 and 1994
compensation The major changes include elumnating deferred compensation and several sup-
plemental perquisites, requiring chancellors to ive in Umversity-provided hous-
ng, if available, or receive a housing allowance, reducing the rate of msurance
coverage available to executives participating in the Executive Life Insurance Pro-
gram, and, elimnating extended paid leaves for executives transfernng from ad-

mimstration to the professonate

In terms of setting salary levels, the Umiversity's policy on executive compensa-
tion 1s similar in several respects to that of the State University

+ Compensation should “serve to maintain a competitive market position and rec-
ognize individual performance ”

¢ The methodology to set and review compensation leveis includes an analysis of
market surveys of chief executives in comparable institutions nationally, review
of relationships internal to the University, and recruitment and retention expert-
ence

+ The mean compensation for chancellors should approximate that of the aver-
age for chief executives at comparable institutions nationally, with the actual
amount of compensation received by an individual chancellor determuned by
the “scope, size, complexity, and quality of each campus” as well as the perfor-
mance and expenence of the chancellor

In addition, the University’s policy contamns two additional aspects

+ It states “compensation programs shall be clear and simple to enhance internal
and external understanding of the basis for and components of compensation ”

+ [t assumes creation of internal relationships among and between the set of chan-
cellor positions and executive positions at the systemwide level
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Display 8 below details the total compensation received by the nine chancellors in
January of 1994 and as of February 1995 Salaries for University chancellors as of
February 1995 ranged from $165,000 for the chief executives at Riverside and

Santa Cruz to $204,900 at UCLA — a difference of nearly $40,000 The mean
compensation for all nine chancellors was $187,500, if the salary of the chancellor

DISPLAY 8 Compensation for Chancellors
at the University of Califormia as of January 1994
and February 1995

Specal

Umversity

Compensation  Compensation Housing

Campus January 1994 F 1995  Prowided
Berkeley $191,500  $191,500 Yes
Davis 181,600° 180,600 Yes
Irvine 179,900 179,900 Yes
Los Angeles 204,900° 204,900° No*
Riverside 165,000 165,000 Yes
San Diego 189.400? 189,400 Yes
San Francisco 240,000 240,000 Yes
Santa Barbara* 178,300° 175,000 Yes
Santa Cruz 165,000 165,000 Yes

Mean $188,400  $187,900

1 Subject to the annualized 3 5 percent temporary salary reduction
in effect at the University in 1993-94 for which employees
recelve an equivalent credit et retirement or separation under
the Capital Accumulation Provision account

2 The chancellors at Los Angeles and San Diego and the former
chancellors at Davis and Santa Barbara participated 1n a non-
deferred income program (NDIP) wiuch expired on January 1,
1994

3 The UCLA chancellor’s SSR 1 benefit 13 a lump-sum payment
equal 10 10 percent of one-twelfth of the highest average plan
compensation, for the number of months served as chancellor
and 1s discounted to present value An addibonal benefit —
SSR 2 - indemnifies UCLA's chancellor for the difference
between reurement benefits under the applicable University
defined benefit retirement plan and the maximum benefits
permitted by Internal Revenue Code Sections 401(2)(17) and
415 These benefits are at nsk until 1999

4 The UCLA chancellor receives an annual non-State funded
housing allowance of $41,710, rather than Umveraity housing

Source  Adapted from material subnutted by the Office of the President,

Uruversity of Cahfornia.

at the exclusively health-science campus 1in San
Francisco 1s excluded from the calculation, the mean
for the remaining eight was $181,413 as of Febru-
ary 1995

In addition to their base salary, University chancel-
lors received the following benefits

¢ The chancellors who previously participated 1n
the deferred compensation program for five or
more years and, therefore, are vested in the pro-
gram will receive, upon retirement or a depar-
ture from the University The UCLA chancellor
will receive $27,542 and the UCSD Chancellor
will receive $20,634 Support for this benefit
comes from non-General Fund revenue

+ The chancellor at the Los Angeles campus -- if
he remains chancellor until 1999 -- will receive,
upon retirement or departure from the Unuver-
sity, a lump-sum payment computed on the ba-
sis of his highest average plan compensation be-
cause he participates 1n a Special Supplemental
Retirement Program Support for thus program
1s from non-State funds

L 4

Eight chancellors hive in Umversity-owned hous-
ing, one chancellor receives a $41,710 per year
housing allowance,

*

All chancellors have University-leased automo-
biles, or receive a cash allowance m heu of a
vehicle,

*

All chancellors receive health, welfare, and re-
tirement benefits identical to those available for
all permanent Urutversity employees, and,

*

Chancellors receive reimbursement for expens-
es incurred 1n conjunction with Unuversity busi-
ness through procedures consistent with Univer-
sity and Admimstrative Fund guidelines

The perquusites of University chancellors are among
the most common provided to executives at com-
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parable institutions nationally, according to a survey that the University commus-
sioned which 1s discussed below

Each time the University hired a new chancellor in the last three years, it has de-
creased the salary for that posiion Display 8 shows the decline in compensation
level for the new chancellors on the Davis and Santa Barbara campuses who were
hired since the last report In the previous year, new chancellors were hired at
the Irvine and San Francisco campuses at levels below those of their predecessors
The effect of these decisions is that, as of February 1995, the mean salary for the
mne chancellors is $867 less than two years ago

In analyzing the comparability of the compensation for Umversity chancellors wath
that received by chief executives at comparable universities nationally, the Com-
musston has used two sets of institutions over the past few years (1) the same
eight institutions that compnse the faculty-salary comparison group and (2) an “all
umversity” set of 26 institutions -- 14 public and 12 independent -- that the Com-
mission and University have agreed 1s an appropnate group for comparing execu-
tive compensation The “all-University” set includes, but expands, the faculty-
salary comparison group

The “all umiversity” comparison group includes these institutions (with the eight
faculty-salary companson mstitutions asterisked)

Brown Umversity Independent
Cahformia Institute of Technology Independent
Colurabia Untversity Independent
Duke University Independent
Harvard Unmversity* Independent
Johns Hopkins University Independent
Massachusetts Institute of Technology* Independent
Northwestern University Independent
Stanford University* Independent
State Unmiversity of New York (Buffalo)* Public
State University of New York (Stony Brook)  Public
University of Colorado (System) Public
University of Colorado (Boulder) Public
Umiversity of Ilhinois (Chicago) Public
Umiversity of Illmois (Urbana)* Public
Umiversity of Michigan* Public
University of Minnesota Public
University of Pennsylvamia Independent
Umiversity of Texas (Austin) Pubhc
Umiversity of Virgima®* Pubhc
Umiversity of Washington Public
Umversity of Wisconsmn Public
Yale University* Independent



Comparisons  The report provided by the University includes information assembled by William
with the “all M Mercer, Inc, under contract to the University on the comparison institutions

university” group A copy of that report is available from the Office of the President

of 26 The University’s policy establishes the mean of the compensation recerved by the

chief executives in the “all-university” set of institutions as the appropnate aver-
age compensation to be paid to its chancellors Of the 26 institutions that com-
prise the “all university” set, 23 responded to the Mercer survey These chief ex-
ecutives received compensation ranging from $113,000 to $315,200 -- a span of
$202,200 -- with a mean of $202,580 1n 1994 As of February 1995, the Univer-
sity of California’s chancellors received, on average, a base salary of $187,900, or
$14,680 less than the mean salary paid to their comparable chief executives na-
tionally Further, only chancellors at the Los Angeles and San Francisco campus-
es received a salary equal to the mean for their comparators In percentage terms,
mean salanes for the mne University chancellors lagged their comparators by 7 8
percent, when the chancellonal position at San Francisco is ehminated from the
calculation of the mean, the lag nses to 11 7 percent

Comparisons  For the eight faculty salary mstitutions, the mean compensation for chief execu-
with the eight  tives in 1994 was $213,700 When compared with the $187,900 for Umiversity
Jaculty-salary  chancellors as of February 1995, the difference amounts to an average of $25,800

comparison group --alagof 13 7 percent When the chancellonal position at San Francisco 1s omit-

ted from the calculation of the mean, the lag increases to 17 8 percent

The University’s One of the principles in the University’s executive compensation program holds
internal alignment that internal relationships and ahgnment should exist between compensation for
of compensation chancellors and executives in the systemwide Office of the President Display 9
levels among its  below illustrates that functional alignment and provides the current compensation

executives associated with each of the levels

DISPLAY 9  Internal Alignment Among Umversity Executives and Their Associated Compensation

Levels as of February 1995
PRESIDENT - $243,500

CHANCELLORS ON LARGE CAMPUSES
Berkeley - $191,500 +  Los Angeles - $204,900

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENTS
Acadenuc Affairs - $190,000 ¢ Business and Finance - $187,500

CHANCELLORS ON MEDIUM-SIZED CAMPUSES
Davis - $180,600 + San Diego - $189,400 *+ Irvine - $179,900 ¢ Santa Barbara - $175,000

VICE PRESIDENTS
Agnculture - $172,900 ¢ Umiversity and External Relations - $180,000 + Health Affairs - $178,100

CHANCELLORS ON SMALL CAMPUSES
Raverside - $165,000 + Santa Cruz - $165,000

Source Adapted from matenals submutted by the Office of the President, University of California



Compensation The executive staff at the University’s Office of the President described n this
for executives in  report includes ten positions Display 10 details the compensation recerved by the
the Office of the incumbents in these ten positions

President The University’s president receives a base salary of $243,500 and was the only

employee discussed in this report who continued after December 31, 1993, to
participate in a deferred compensation program with a face value of $36,500 per
year However, President Peltason indicated last year that he would no longer
participate in this program Because of that decision, presidential compensation
became, and remains, the base salary of $243,500

Salaries at the vice presidential level range from $172,900 to $190,000 The re-
maining four positions -- general counsel, treasurer, associate treasurer, and sec-
retary to the Regents -- entail specific responsibilities outside of traditional aca-

DISPLAY 10 Compensation for Statewide Executives of the University of Califorma as of January

1994 and February 1995
Total Total Special Unus ersity
Compensation, Compensation Supplemental Housing
Systemwide Posibon Janaury 1994 F 1995 Retirement Program’ Housing Provided
President $280,000° $243,500 Yes* Yes
Provost/Senior Vice
President - Academic Affairs 190,000 190,000 No No
Semor Vice President -
Business/Finance 187,500 187,500 No No
Vice President - Agriculture
and Natural Resources 172,900% 172,900 No No
Vice President - Unuversity
and External Affairs 180,000° 180,000 No No
Vice President - Health Affairs 178,100° 178,100 No No
General Counsel 196,200° 196,200 No No
Treasurer of the Regents 238,400° 238,400 No No
Associate Treasurer 174,600% 174,600 No No
Secretary of the Regents 102,700 102,700 No No

1 Subject to the annualized 3 5 percent temporery salary reduction in effect at the Umversity 1n 1993-94 for which employees recene
an equvalent credit at retirement or separation under the Capital Accumulation Provision account

)

Non-State funds
Includes deferred compensation of $36,500

AW

The president’s SSR 1 benefit 13 a monthly benefit calculated at one-twelfih of 10 percent of hus final year’s base salary as chancellor
at Irine, and 13 paid for the number of months served as chancellor and as president  The Premdent relinquished hus nght to an additional
SSR benefit which would have been paid as & lump sum at retirement, calculated at 13 percent of hus annual base salary for cach year
of service as president

5 Parhcipanis in a non-deferred income program (NDIP) whuch expired on January 1, 1994
Source Adapted from matenal submutted by the Office of the President, Umiversity of Califormia.
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demua, and their compensation levels reflect the specialized expenence and train-
ing requisite for handling those assignments

Additional benefits that accrue to executive staff in the Office of the President
mclude

L

Housing provided to the president for the purpose of conducting Umiversity
business,

Participation by the president in two Special Supplemental Retirement Programs
provided through non-State funds, although President Peltason indicated that
he will relinquish benefits from one of these programs upon retirement when he
would have received a lump-sum payment based upon his participation in thus
program {SSR2),

Umnversity-owned automobailes or automobile allowances for the purpose of con-
ducting University business,

Health, welfare, and retirement benefits identical to those recerved by all per-
manent University employees, and,

Expenses incurred in conjunction with University business that are reimburs-
able through the Admimstrative Fund under Unmiversity guidelines

As Display 10 indicates, other than the adjustment 1n the President’s salary as a
consequence of his decision to forfeit participation in a deferred compensation pro-
gram, there were no changes in the compensation levels for systemwide executives
from last year to now Over the last two years, however, the University has re-
duced the salaries of the two semior vice presidents and the Secretary of the Re-
gents when 1t hired new executives for these positions

As the Commission noted in its last report, the University’s efforts have centered
on three aspects of its executive compensation program during the past three years

1

Greater pohcy simplicity and comprehension Emphasis has been placed on
the need for enhanced understanding of the policy and for mereased simplicity
in its implementation The establishment of coherence among and between cam-
pus-based and systemwide executives, as illustrated in Display 9, contnibutes to
a sense that the University’s executive compensation policy is rational through-
out the entire system Moreover, the setting of compensation levels in accor-
dance with that coherence strengthens the perception that salaries for Umversi-
ty executives are determined objectively and according to a set of internally
aligned relationships

Greater equity of University benefits: Previous benefits that were perceived to
be excessive and available only to the most semor executives created internal
and external problems for the University that have largely dissipated with their
ehmination Today, perquisites available to executives, with the exception of



the housing and automobile privileges, are more similar to benefits accessible
to other University employees than in the past

3 Reduction in compensation levels The University has made a conscious effort
to reduce the compensation received by its executives On a consistent basis
over the past three years, the University has hired executives at compensation
levels below those of their predecessors, as previously noted in this report

¢ The former president’s compensation was $307,900, the current president’s
total compensation was originally set at $280,000, however, he 1s receiving
only $243,500 of that amount because he has forfeited $36,500 a year 1n
deferred compensation

¢ Salanes of the two current semor vice presidents are at least $9,000 less
than their predecessors and neither of them recerves a housing allowance, as
n the past,

* As noted previously, the University has continued to reduce the level of ex-
ecutive compensation in its most recent chancellonal appointments As Dis-
play 8 indicated, the previous chancellors at Davis and Santa Barbara earned
more than the current incumbents Likewise, the previous levels of compen-
sation of chancellors at the Irvine and San Francisco campuses were higher
than the present chief executive officers at these institutions

The Comnussion commends the University’s Board of Regents and 1ts admunistra-
tive leaders on these efforts and encourages their continuance 1n the future

As with the State Unuversity, the Commussion continues to be concerned that ex-
ecutive compensation levels for campus chancellors lag their national compara-
tors by approximately eight percent, when the San Francisco campus 1s included 1in
the calculation and by nearly 12 percent when that exclusively allied health cam-
pusis excluded As the University endeavors to recruit and retain competent and
skillful executives, this lag could become increasingly troublesome Moreover,
the opportunity to further diversify the cadre of chancellors in the future may be
negatively impacted by the disparity between the University’s compensation levels
and those of its comparators nationally The extent to which this salary lag can be
minimized, without incurring negative consequences, should not only benefit the
University, but the State as a whole which looks to its universities for visionary
leadership appropriate to guide Califorma into the next century
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California Community Colleges
Compensation of Central Office Executive Staff

The pattern of compensation for executive staff in the Chancellor's Office of the
Californta Community Colleges 1s histoncally dnven by the level of compensation for the
comparable posttions within a college district office or college campus Once the salary
level 18 established via a pay letter from the State Depariment of Personnel
Administration, the salanes are non-negotiable There are also no perquisites for
executives Compensation, therefore, 1s not determined by the Board of Governors but
rather by the State Department of Personnel Administration The Board of govermnors
did, however, authonze a new administrative organization for the Chancellor's Office in
1899"1_d This authonzation was based upon the Chancellor's recommendation to the
oa

There exists a combination of positions Career Executive Assignments (CEA), which
retain civil service status, such as reinstatement nghts to a classification formerly held o
the executive position is abolished, exempt positions, which gain no civil senvice status
or tenure, and Intenunsdictional Exchanges (IJE), which are positions loaned to the
Chancellor's Office IJEs have reinstatement nghts to the positions they vacated At
present there are no IJE executve positions

Al rank and file State employees gained a three percent cost-of-hiving adjustment
effective January 1995 The cost-of-lving adjustment for executive positions was
based upon ment All members of the Central Office Executive staff were required to
have demonstrated ment based upon ther performance appraisals n order to be
eligible for the equivalent iIncrease which was recewed January 1995

All State employees with the exception of the exempt employees received a cost-of-
fwing adjustment of five percent effective January 1984 Effective January 1995,
exempt employees received a ment-based five percent adjustment equivalent to the
Increase which had been granted to ali other state employees in 1994

These cost-of-iving adjustments for exempt designations have now brought the level of
compensation of the exempt executives in the central office to a level comparable to
their counterparts in community college district and college offices

The Chancellors designated base salary with the cost-of-iving adjustments IS now
$115,068 The actual salary 18 nearly five percent less as I1s each of the exempt
salanes due to the July 1991 salary roll-back imposed on ail State employees
compensation The roll back in compensation over a penod of eighteen months was
restored to all employees with the exception of the exempt employees In lieu of the
salary loss, those employees gain approximately one day of personal leave per month
If there are any days remaning upon the departure of the employee from the
Chancellor's Office, a cash equivalent 1s paid at that time

13
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The medical, dentai, vision and life insurance benefits for the Chancellor and the other
executives 1s the standard benefit package for confidential and management level State
employees

. The Chancellor receives no housing or car allowance from the State but does have the

use of a State car for business purposes, as do all State employees conducting State
business

! \
Even with the cost-of-lving adjustment the Chancellor's salary 1s still nearly $30,000
less than the highest paid distnct chancellor, who presides over a two-college distnet
The other exempt executive positions, on the contrary, no longer lag behind their
distnct/college counterparts  All executives are imited to base salary only and are not
provided either car or housing allowances

iTahIe A displays the salanes of the executive staff in the central office The
discrepancy between exempt and CEA classifications represents therr histoncal base
Executives who were formerly within civil service classifications became CEAs and
acqurred the salary placement equivalent to other State service executive positions via
pay determinations by the State Department of Personnel Administration Exempt
salanes were determined by DPA based upon the compensation equivalent to the
employee's compensaton at the college or district office they left
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California Community Colleges

Chief Executive Officer Compensation

The state of California contains 71 community college districts  Each of the distncts has
a locally elected board of trustees responsible for setting the compensation of the chief
executive officer (CEQ) There 1s no central office determination of local CEO
compensation nor any desire for there to be central determination of a local recrutment
and financial issue Of the 71 distncts, 50 are single college distncts with the CEQ
designated as president or president/supenntendent The system also has 21 muit-
college districts, where the CEO s designated as chancellor and presides over two or
more colleges and centers Each of the fully accredited colleges has a president as s
chief executive Some of the mult-college campuses have enroliments of as many as
30,000 students and others as few as 5000 and each has, as required for
accreditation, a college president The largest distnct, Los Angeles, has nine

‘ separately accredited colleges and each has a president

The community college system enrolis over 14 milion students It 1s large and
extremely diverse in terms of district size and financial ability, therefore it 1s believed
that the CEQ compensation by virtue of the diversity of the system, 15 best determined

by the local board of trustees The great dispanty of compensation speaks to the huge
diversity within the system

Table B displays the 1994-95 highest level of compensation possible for the CEQOs of
single-college districts and the maximum compensation of the CEOs of the muit-
callege distncts  Also displayed 1s the compensation of each of the presidents of the
colleges within the muiti-college districts  Six single college districts provided stipends

for doctoral degress, which were included in the base salary of the CEO
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Table A

California Community Colleges
Compensation of Executive Staff

1994-95
Title Designation 1994-95 Salary
Chancellor Exempt $115,068
Deputy Chancellor Exempt $103,176
Vice Chancelior Exempt $99,852
Admristration and Fiscal Policy
Vice Chancellor CEA $91,056
Legal Affairs and Contracts
Vice Chancellor | Exempt $90,792
Human Resources
Vige Chancellor Exempt $90,792
Economic Development/
Vocation Education
Viea Chancellor Exempt $90,792
Student Services and
Speciai Programs
Vice Chancellor CEA $80,580
Curmiculum and Instructional
Resources
Vice Chancellor CEA $73,308
Governmental Relations
Vice Chancellor CEA $73,308
Management Information Systems
Vice Chancellor CEA $80,580

Policy Analysis and Development

Exempt salaries hsted do not reflect five percent reduchon in actual compensation
mplemented July 1, 1981

Executive management structure in place July 1, 1984
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Table B

California Community Colleges
Chief Executive Officer Compensation

DISTRICT/COLLEGE

Allan Hancock Joint CCD
Allan Hancock College
Antelope Valley CCD
Antelope Valley College
Barsiow CCD
Barstow College
Butte CCD
Butte College
Cabnilo CCD !
Cabrillo College |
Cerntos CCD .
Cerntos College

Chabot-Las Positas CCD
Chabot College |
Las Positas College

Chaffey CCD
Chaffey College

Citrus CCD
Citrus College

Coast CCD !
Coasthine Community College
Golden West College
QOrange College

Compton CCD
Compton Community College

Contra Costa CCD
Contra Costa College
Diablo Valley College
Los Medanos College

Desert CCD
College of the Desert

El Camino CCD
El Camino College

Feather River CCD
Feather River College

- —

1994-95

TITLE

Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President

Superntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President
President

Superiniendent/President
Chancellor

President

President

President
Superintendent/President
Supenntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Salary

$97,400

382,137

$84,000

$95,766
$109,140

5115,000

$105,000 -

$83,883
$83,883

$95,000

$97.,319

5121.696
$94.811
$94,911
$93,349

$96,000
$133,372
$111,812
$111,912
$106,734

$91,575
£108,400

$88,500
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Table B continued Page 2

DISTRICT/COLLEGE

Foothili-De Anza CCD
De Anza College
Foothill College
Fremont-Newark CCD
Ohlone College
Gawvilan Joint CCD
Gavilan College
Glendale CCD
Glendale Community College
Groasmont-Cuyamaca CCD
Cuyamaca College
Grossmont College
Harinell CCD
Hartnell College
Impenal CCD
Impenal Valley College

Kem CCD
Bakersfield College
Cerro Coso Community College
Porterville College
Lake Tahoe CCD
Lake Tahoe Community College
Lasgen CCD
Lassen College
Long Beach CCD
Long Beach City College

Los Angeles CCD
East Los Angeles College
Los Angeles City College
Los Angeles Harbor College
Los Angeles Mission College
Los Angeies Pierce Collage
Los Angeles Southwest College

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College

Los Angeles Valley College
West Los Angeles Coilege

TITLE

Chancellor
President
President

Supernntendent/President
Supenntendent/President

Superintendent/President
Chancellor

President

President

Supenntendent/President

Supernntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President
President

Supernntendent/President
Superintendent/President

Supernntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President
President
President
President
President
President
President
President

Salary

$128,750
$95,790
$95,780

£90,874
$95,000

$104,000
£110,800
$89.408
$94,830

$98,768

$83,513

$112,443
$94,046
586,008
382,542

$84.875
$83,000

$100,000

$125,000
591,898
$91,808
591,888
$83,873
$93,020
$91,167
$91,898
$82,750
$93,020



Table B continued Page 3
DISTRICT/COLLEGE

Los Rios CCD

Amencan River College

Cosumnes River College

Sacramento City College
Mann CCD

College of Marin
Mendocing-Lake CCD

Mendocino College
Merced CCD

Merced College
MiraCosta CCD

MiraCosta College
Monterey Peninsula CCD

Monterey Peninsula College

Mount San Antonio CCD

Mount San Antonie College

Maount San Jacinto CCD
Mount San Jacinte College
Napa Valley CCD
Napa Valley College

Nerth Orange County CCD
Cypress College
Fullerton College

Palo Verde CCD
Palo Verde College

Palomar CCD
Palomar College

Pasadena Area CCD
Pasadena City College

Peralta CCD
College of Alameda
Laney College
Merritt College
Vista College
Rancho Santiago CCD
Rancho Santago College
Redwoods CCD
College of the Redwoods
Rio Hondo CCD
Rio Honde College

APPENDIX A Report of the Califoria Commumty Colleges

TITLE

Chancellor

President

President

President
Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President
Supernntendent/President
Supenntendent/President
Superintendent/President
Supernntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President

Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President
President
President

Supenntendent/President
Supermtendent/President

Superintendent/President

Salary
$115,000
$94,215
$95,993
$95,136
$95,000
$82,008
$92,880
$96,069
$90,660
$123,800
$90,800

598,244

$121,128
589,201
$89,301

$80,500
$113.821

$117,300

$119,848
581,824
$87 456
584,875
$77,784

$105,498
$93,500

104,835
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Table B continued Page 4
DISTRICT/COLLEGE

Rwerside CCD
Riverside Community Coliege

Saddleback CCD
irvine Valley College
Saddleback College

San Bernardino CCD
Crafton Hills College
San Bernardino Valley College

San Diege CCD

San Diego Crty College

San Diego Mesa College

San Diego Miramar Coliege
8an Francisco CCD

City College of San Francisco
San Joaguin Delta CCD

San Joaguin Delta College

San Jose-Evergreen CCD
Evergreen Valley College
San Jose City College

San Luis Obispo County CCD
Cuesta College

San Mateo County CCD
Canada College
College of San Mateo
Skylne College
Santa Barbara CCD
Santa Barbara City College
Santa Clanta CCD
College of the Canyons
Santa Monica CCD
Santa Monica College
College of the Sequoias CCD
College of the Sequoias \
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Joint CCD |
Shasta College ‘
Sierra Joint CCD
Sierra College

TITLE

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President

Chancellor
President
President

Chancellor
Presigent
President
President

Supernntendent/President

Supernntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President

Supenntendent/President
Chancellor

President
President
President
Supenntendent/President
Superintendent/President
Superintendent/President
Superintendent/President

Superintendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Salary

$115,000

$145,000
$92,225
$92,225

$90,084
$82.,776
381,144

$135,400
$97,538
$97.,536
$97.,536

$138,168

$110,854

$112,200
$96,116
$100,922

$92,275
$112,368

569,904
$99,984
399,084
598,425
$105,000
$131,614
$93,583
$99,500

$100,440



Table B continued Page 5
DISTRICT/COLLEGE

Siskiyou Joint CCD
College of the Siskiyous
Solano County CCD
Sclano Community College
Soncema County Junior CD
Santa Rosa Junior College
Southwestern CCD
Southwestern College

State Center CCD
Fresno City College
Kings River Community College

Ventura County CCD
Moorpark Coilege
Oxnard College
Ventura College
Victor Valley CCD
Victor Valley Community College
West Hills CCD
West Hills College
Waest Kemn CCD
Taft College

West Valley-Mission CCD
Mission College
West Valley College

Yosemite CCD
Columbia College
Modesto Junior College
Yuba CCD
Yuba College

APPENDIX A_Report of the Catifornia Commumty Colleges

TITLE

Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President
Supenntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President

Chancellor
President
President
President

Superintendent/President
Supenntendent/President

Supenntendent/President

Chancellor
President
President

Chancellor
President
President

Supernntendent/President

Source Management Information Systems staff data file

Salary

$83,120
$99,500
$114,848

$110,224

$125,688
$03,432
$94,108

$119,100
$96.471
$101,582
$95,471

$113,200
$83,080

$87.675

$110,000
$96,000
$85,000

$108,002
$83,520
384,807

$908,000
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California Community Colleges

Chief Executive Officer Compensation

The state of Califormia contains 71 community college districts Each of the districts has
a locally elected hoard of trustees responsible for setting the compensation of the chief
executive officer (CEO} There 1s no central office determinaton of local CEQ
compensation nor any desire for there to be central determination of a local recrutment
and financial 1ssue Of the 71 districts, 52 are single college distnicts with the CEQ
designated as president or president/supenntendent The system also has 19 mult-
college districts, where the CEO 1s designated as chancellor and presides over two or
more colleges and centers Each of the fully accredited colleges has a president as ite
chief executive Some of the multi-college campuses have enrollments of as many as
30,000 students and others as few as 5,000 and each has, as required for
accreditation, a college president The largest distnct, Los Angeles, has nine
separately accredited colleges and each has a president

The communty college s;lrstem enrolls over 14 milon students It s large and
extramely diverse in terms of distnct size and financial ability, therefore 1t 15 believed
that the CEO compensation by virtue of the diversity of the system, I1s best determinad
by the local board of trustees The great dispanty of compensation speaks to the huge
drversity within the system

Table B displays the 1994-85 highest level of compensation possible for the CEOs of
single-college distncts and the maximum compensation of the CEOs of the mult-
college districts  Also displayed 1s the compensation of each of the presidents of the
colleges within the mulb-college districts  Six single college districts provided stipends
for doctoral degrees, which were included In the base salary of the CEQ



The Calbiformaa State University (CSU) system 1s pleased to respond to the Califorma Postsecondary
Education Commussion's (CPEC) request for executive compensauon mnformaton. The following
report addresses CSU's executive program

Eecosive Compendation. Polley .. 4.2 FdiBad n denien B 00 LA

The Trustees' have adopted an Executve Compensauon Policy for campus presidents and system
executives with the pnimary objective of providing a total cash compensation program which
recognzes 1ndividual performance and experience and addresses the need to maintam a compeutive
market posiion The Executive Compensation Policy sets forth clear objecuves and methods for
establishing equity and accountabihity, and 1t 15 as follows:

The pnmary objective of the Califorma State Umversity (CSU) Execubive Campensabon policy shall be (o provade
total cash compensauon o CSU campus presidents and sysiem executives which will serve to mamtam 8
compentive market posion and recognize wndividual performance

The stralegy for establishing executive pay levels and bousing benefits shall nclude the following elements marisgt
surveys of comparable positions at comparable public and pnivate umversiies, informaton on other Cahforus
educanon execotve compensation levels, regular evaluations, regional cost-of-bving differenuals, and, recruitmant
and retenuon expenence  The methodology to be umplemented follows

To establish the level of compensatuon requured 10 recrut and retain executives, the CSU shall give pnmary
consideration to data on execuuve compensauon reported by the 20 instiwbons idenufied by CPEC for reporiing
on CSU faculty salsnes

The CSU shall establish the target for the average total cash compensanon of presidents as being approximasely
the mean for comparable positons in the 20 companson uarversiues with actual distnbution based on the
mISSION, scope, size, complexity, and programs of each campus, the formal recogninon of individual performesce
and expenence, and recnutment and retenuon expenence

The CSU shall use the performance and experience of the mndividual, recruitment and retenuon expenience, and
specialized surveys 1o deteroune compensauon for execuuves other than presiudents

The CSU shall give primary consideration 10 nauonal and regionat housing cosis for umversity execuuves o

establish benefits levels to recrunt and retan executives and once established, the Chancellor in consultation with

the approprnate Trustee Committce shall adjust establhished housing benefits 1o reflect market mereases 1 real

estate pnces, as needed, using data from pubiished Califora real estate sales reparts
Wdiinichene; (0 Qo Disclisgion 37 T8 LR L vl s R W
The CSU intends to continue o mantain an open dialogue with the legislawre, the execuuve branch,
CPEC, as well as other public constituencies, concerning the role of compensation 1n recriuting and
retaining high quality and expenenced leadership to ensure fulfillment of the mission of the CSU and
hagher education 1n Califormia. These discussions and actions will also conunue to be conducied
during open sessions of the Board of Trustees' meetngs, with advance informauon provided both 1o
Board members and to other constituencies

Bicsidential CompSpBBUEIREI Y “ode b i w ood m v 0 5 S v weniaedid Hl

Ag detailed 1n the executive compensation policy, the CSU establishes the target for the average total
cash compensaton of presidents as being approximately the mean for comparable posiuons 1n the 20
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CPEC comparison nshtution group No increages for incumbent presidents are anucipaied 1n fiscal
year 1994/95 Attachment A provides details on compensation provided 1o CSU presidents

The California State Unuversity appointed four new presidents this past year They are Dr Robent C.
Maxson, appointed president of CSU, Long Beach, effective June 1, 1994, Dr Marvelene Hughes,
appomnied president of CSU, Stanislaus, effective August 8, 1994, Dr_Peter P Smith, appointed
president of CSU, Monierey Bay, effecuve January 1,1995, and Dr Robert L Caret, appouwnted
pres:dent of San Jose State Universaty, effecuve January 30, 1995.

dpitial Salary Condpdrigon Dath [ # ¢ ¢ £ 0¥ ¢4 2 JEF 2308 FE

In December 1993, CPEC and the CSU agreed that the CSU would contract with a consultant to
provide mndependenty presidental salary survey information on the 20 CPEC companson instiution
group to CPEC, beginrung with the February 1995 report. CSU selected Wilbam M. Mercer,
Incorporated (Mercer) to provide the salary survey informauon. The February 1995 Mercer CSU
1994/95 Presidenual Compensation Survey Report has been forwarded to CPEC duwrecdy from Mercer.
Also, a copy of that report 1s attached
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Ie CSU's February 1994 report to CPEC on execulive compensation, it was anticipated that
compensation adjustments for system execuuves could be recommended for acuon at the March 1994
Boerd of Trusiees' mesting That acuion did not take place With the excepuon of a mentequity
adjoestment provided to the vice chancellor of Human Resources and Operations, system executives did
not recerve salary adjustments in fiscal year 1993/94

There have been two changes in system office execunve staffing since CSU's 1994 report. Effective
July 1, 1994, Dr Douglas Paniio, inienm vice chancellor University Advancement received a regular
appowntment and effecuve November 1, 1994, Ms Chnstune Helwick was appointed interim general
counscl Ther salanes are detalled in Attachment A,
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The Trustees recogmze compensation for presidents and system executives as a key element in the
success of the Cahfornia State Unuiversity  Individual compensation 1s based on a number of factors,
mclading mission, scope, size, complexity and programs, system and/or campus executive lcadarshap
abality, CSU networking and policy leadership, and nauonal policy leadership  Addinonally,
ndividual performance and years of expenence both at the CSU and elsewhere are criucally impartant.
Also, CSU's recrument and retention expenence strongly influences compensauon and regional cost-
of-living differenuals are taken into consideration when estabhshing pay  As noted earher, the CPEC

. comparison group 1s also an unportant target against which to measure presidenuial pay

The pay relabonships between system office executives and campus presidents 1s undergoing a
profound shift which acknowledges the on-going decentralization of authonty to the campuses

ance: . Reviews of Presidents’ and+Systems JExechtives, ® ¢ ¢ 05 won Sl

CSU Trustees have formal policies and procedures for performance reviews of presidents, vice
chancellors and the chancellor The assessment critena include, but are not imited to, general
administration effectiveness, working relauons within the system and campus, educational leadership
and effecuveness, commumnity relations, personal charactensucs, and management performance.
Addwsonally, dunng perforrnance evaluations, presidents are measured on their success in addressing
1ssues of diversity of faculty, staff and students, graduanon and retenuon rates of students, instiasonal
advancement, including fund rasing, and mantenance and preservauon of the State's financial
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mvestment n the physical plant Also, system executives are measured by major program
acluevements All CSU executives are evaluated every three years and six years and the results are
reported 1o the Board of Trustees

At the January 25-26, 1994, Board of Trustees' meetng, the Trustees adopted a soluuon that
mmplemented a two year palot program to revise the procedure for the tnennial review of presidents.
Under the revised procedure, the Chancellor wall 1ssue an "open letter” to the affected campus to
inform of the routine review, the ume frame, the cniena, and the methodology The letter will also
give direction to anyone who 18 not contacted either randomly or by virtue of office held but feels
compelled 10 parncipate  After the Board of Trustees has received and discussed the tnenmal review,
the chancellor wall prepare a brief report to the campus communaty that brings conclusion to the raview
and wnforms the campus community of the major findings and the goals for the president and the
campus for the next period The existing formal performance policy remains intact, but these revisions
steengthen the tnennal review of presidents.
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Support for executive housing 15 an essenual business and instutunonal advancement element 1n
university systems and assistance with presidental housing 1s a standard component of the CSU
executive compensauon program  The CSU provides presidents with university-owned housing
where available. Houses owned by the state are maintained by the umversity Where university-
owned housing 15 not available, the CSU provides presidents with housing allowances to assist them
n securing and maintamng residences suitable for performing umversity-related busimess functons
ucluding public relations and 1nsututional development activines The Trustees also provide the
chancellor with a umversity residence and the executive and semior vice chancellors with housing
allowances m recogmtion of their broad responsibilites for nshtnonal development,
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The CSU has had serious difficulty recruiung executives and retaning campus presidents in recent
years Higher education wn Califorma 1s part of a nauonal system of colleges and universities that
shares a very limited pool of qualified execuuves Four campus presidents were recruited since our
last report and recruitment was difficult Addiuonally, current campus chief executives are under
severe pressure to consider tughly compeuuve offers from across the nabon

Py

It 18 essenuial that the vital role of the California State Unaversity in the development of an educated and
effecuve work force be maintained, and even enhanced, if the Califorma economy 1S to recover and
comtnue to grow, and funding for criucal social programs 1s to be restored In this era of sigmficantly
reduced resources and considerably rased expectauons, the dynamic leadershup of executives 1s the
key element in keeping the engine of educauonal producuvity and social enhancement operanng at
maxumum efficiency The CSU plays an imporiant part 1n the present and future growth and economic
health of California and the nauon Therefore, 1t 18 important that CSU executives be treated as the
competent and competnve leaders the state requires
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Campus presidents receive a nominal entertainment allowance of $300 per month from the Siate's
General Fund 1o defray costs incurred in the course of conducting official umversity and imsututonal
development actvities  Addiuonally, the Chancellor receives a $300 per month entertainment
allowance while other Chancellor Office execuuves recetve $83 33 per month.

Business expenditures that incur in the performance of duties are rexmbursed according to the Internai
Eeﬁulauons Governing Reimbursement for Travel Expenses and Allowances, Rates for Housing and
odgmep.
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CSU execuuves are provided with the same general benefits as the management group, with the
excepuon of an annual physical examnation. Health, welfare, and reurement benefit expenditure data
18 provided below.

Monthly CS1UJ Benefit Costs,

Medical $323 00*

Dental $ 57.17*

Vision $ 875

Life/Acc Death Insurance $ 1035
Medicare/OASDI 7 65% of base salary
PERS Retirement 9 934% of base salary
Long-Term Dusabihity 30% of base salary

*Cost for two party coverage

The CSU also provides mandated benefits to executives 1n the areas of industnal and non-industrial
disability, workers compensation, and unemployment insurance

The Trustees also provide the executive and senor vice chancellor with automobile allowances :n
recognunion of thew extensive systemwde responsibilies and frequent travel requirements

i Executive {COnfpenSitot Refiort 0 800 3 2 4 a SN D88 w0

Compensation includes base salary, deferred salary, housing allowance and automobile allowances
Astachrent A provides compensanon dam for CSU axecutive staff as of February 1. 1995
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ATTACHMENT A

Car (2)
President Campus Base Salary  Total Howsmng (1) Allowance
Provided Allowance
Arcuuega  Bakersfield $130,033 $12,000
Esteban Chuco $121,752 $18,000
Detwerler  Domunguez Halls $127,268 $15,000
Welty Fresno $132,189 Provided
Gordon Fullerton $128,711 Prowvsded
Raes Hayward $129,870 $18,000
McCrone  Humboldt $132,096 $12,000
Maxson Long Beach 5142008 Provided
Rosser Los Angeles 5136422 $18,000
Smuth Monterey Bay $142,008 $18,000
Wilson  Norihndge $133.844 Provided
Suzuk Pomona $125232 Provided
Garth Sacramento $140,142 $18,000
Evaas San Bemardmno $128,265 $15,000
Day San Dego $136,967 518,000
Comgan  Sam Francisco $134,413 $30,000
Caret San Jose $132,600 $18,000
Daker San Luis Obispo $146,343 Provided
Swaacy San Marcos 5122913 $22,800
Ammuiiana Sonoma 5127632 $15,000
Hughes Sumslaus $133,008 $15,000
Average Salary $132,796

Executive Stafl
Mumiz Chancellor (3) 5175000 Provided
Broad Executive Vice Chanceilor $138,504 $18,000 $9,000
Hoff Sr Vice Chancellor - $131,502 $18,000 $9.000

Academic Affairs
West Vice Chancellor - $135,000

Business and Finance
Cooper Vice Chancellor - $130,008

Human Resources/Operauons
Paiito V¥ice Chancellor - $125,688

Umversity Advancement
Helosk Interim GFneral Counsel $£133,000
Notea

(1) Includes general and non-general fund allowances

(2) Campus presidents and executive staff without a specified allowance may use a state owned vehicle
for busmess purposes

(3) Addenonal $10,000 wm non-smte defersod compensation
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1994-95 ANNUAL REPORT ON ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

PART I: Policles on Compensation and Benefits for Senior Administrators
Polcies and Proarams

On December 10, 1992, The Regents approved significant reforms in compensation
and benefits for senior administrators  The policies refleciing these changes were
provided verbatim in the 1993-94 Annual Report on Administrative Salaries submitted
to the Califormia Postsecondary Education Commussion on January 28, 1884 In
addition, several supplemental bensfits ware aither reduced or eliminated, effective
January 1, 1993, information regarding the changes to supplemental benefit programs
was also included in the 1993-84 Annual Report

No new policies an compensehon or bensfits have been adopted by the Board of
Regents dunng the current reporting penod No new compensation plans or special
benefit programs have been planned or implemented for serior admunistrators during
thse reporiing period

Defarred Compensation

Deferred compensation for UC Chancellors has been discontinued A three step plan
was implemented to phase-out deferred compensation, beginning January 1, 1983 and
to convert deferred compensation to base salary, dollar for dollar That three step
pracess for Chancellors was completed on January 1, 1894 The compensation
previously provided In the form of non-qualified deferred income plans 1s how provided
n the form of basa salary

Health. Welfare. and Retrement Beneifits

Senior adminestrators at the University of California receive the same health, welfare,
and retrement henefits provided to all career employees Actual costs of standard
health, welfare, and retirement benefits for individuals will vary according to the plan
and coverage selected by the incumbent The President’ of the University and cne

The President of the Unaversity 1s eligible for a Special Supplemental Retrement {(SSR) benefit, payable
upan retirement, which 18 a monthly benefit calculated at 1/12 of 10% of his final year's annual base salary,
to be paid for the number of months he served as Chancellor of the Irvine campus and President of the

| University This benefit 1s at nsk untl retrement The President renounced is nght to an addhional $SR

\ benefit which was to be paid as a lump sum at retrement, calculated at 13% of his annual base salary for
saah year of service as President
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Chancellor® will be ehgible to receive a supplemental retirement benefit at retirement
Thig benefit 1s at nsk untl retrement

Part II: Compensation of Chancellors - Market Comparisons

In accordance with the joint UC/CPEC common methodology, the All University set of
28 institutions has been used as the basis for market compansons for the position of
Chancelior Of the 26 institutions, 23 (excluding the University of California) elected
to participate in the current year's survey The survey results are published in the
attached report prepared by the independent consulting firm of Wilham M Mercer, Inc
The University's lag to market (the percent by which UC salanes would have to be
increased to match the market) has been calculated using total cash compensation
{The University of Calfornia phased out deferred compensation for Chancellors and
converted it to base salary This process was completed on January 1, 1994 )

The lag to market for tetal compensation 18 summarnzed below

1994-95 AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION

Chancellors
| uc “ All University Set " UC Lag ||
| $187,922 || $202,580* " 7 8% “

‘Reflects average salary for 23 participating institulions

Seven of UC's nine Chancellors' salanes lag the market average by an average of
14 1% The UCSF Chancellor's salary 1s above the market average by 15 6% Tha
salary level for the Chancellor at UCSF i1s related to the exceptional credentials
required of the incumbent, ncluding an MD, and the unique nalure of UCSF as a
health sciences campus When this Chancellor's salary 1s excluded from the
calculations, the average salary for UC Chancellors drops by aver 36,000, as follows

¥The Chancellor of the Los Angeles campus 1s eligible for a Special Supplemental Retrement (SSR) benefit
which 18 payable in a lump sum equal to 10% of 1/12 of the Highest Average Plan Compensation (HAPE)
for the penod served as Chancellor and 18 discounted to present value permitted by Internal Revenue
Codes This benefit 1s at nsk untd retirement
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1954-95 AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION
Chancellors

Excludinag the UCSF Chancellor

uc " All University Set || UC Lag "
|| $181,413 " $202,580* t| 1 7% H

‘Reflects averags safary for 23 parhicipating mshtutions

In 1991-82 lhe average compensation for UC Chancellors was $189,989 Average
compensation for UC Chanceliors fall n 1992-93, again in 1993-94, and again in
1884-95 due to the fact that salary increases for senior administrators were frozen,
and also due to the lower compensation levels of newly appointed Chancellors at
several campuses For example, in 1994, new Chancellors were appointed at UC
Davis and UC Santa Barbara at lower compensation levels than their predecessors
Likewise, in 1993, new Chancellors were appointed at UC trvine and UC San
Francisco at compensation levels less than those of the previous incumbents

Compensation at comparable institutions 1s growing while compensation for UC
Chancellors has been either severely imiled or frozen since January, 1991, or in the
caae of new appointees, has been reduced A review of the decline in average total
cash compensation for UC Chancellors prowides the followang picture

—
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AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION
FOR UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Chancellors

1990-91 to 1994-95

| Year All Univ Set uc UC Lag
1990-91 194,700 194,700 2 0%
1994-92 205,200 189,989 80
1992-93 215,765 188,767 14 3%
1993-94 215,765 188,400 14 5%
1994-95 . 202,580* 187,922 78

‘Reflacis average salary for 23 participating institutions

Data was also gathered on the Companson 8 institutions  For 1994-95 the average
tetgl cash compensation for this group was $213,700 The UC lag to market 1s 13 7%
When we exclude the San Francisco campus from the UC average, the lag incressss
to 17 8%, as follows

1994-95 AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION FOR COMPARISON 8 INSTITUTIONS

Chancellors
| uc Il Companson 8 " UC Lag ||
| $202,580 " $213,700 " 137% ||
|
|
4

Y
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1994-95 AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION FOR COMPARISON 8 INSTITUTIONS

| we
| s187.22

Chancellors

" Comparison 8

$213,700

Excludina the UCSF Chancellor

UC Lag "
17 8% ||

PART lll: Changes in Compensation Levels

Compensation for all UC executives, including systemwide officials, has been either
frazen or severely imited since January 1, 1991 As a result, the net growth In
compensation during that period for selected senior admirustrative positions at the
Office of the President (for example, President, Senor Vice Presidents, Vice
Presidents, Associate Vice Presidents, and Assistant Vice Presidents} was less than

1%

Effective October 1, 1994, eligible UC executives received merit increases averaging
1% (with an additional 25% available for non-base bullding increases) Consistent
with Legislative intent, the 1 25% salary increase pool is less than one-fourth of the
funding available for facuity and staff The increases resuited in a net change in total
compensation for the four categones of selecled positions at the Office of the

President as follows

Pgsition

President

Senior Vice Presidents
Vice Prasidents
Associate Vice Presidents

Assistant Vice Presidents

1/93 Range
$243,500

$187,500 to 190,000
$172,900 to 180,000
$124,000 to 131,800

$108,200 to 129,500

Increase
Over 1/84

Salary
0 00%

0 00%
0 00%
099%

0 95%
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Deferred Compensation

Deferred compensation, which had been provided to the 10 mast senior positions In
the reporting group, was converted to base salary beginning January 1, 19¢3 and
ending January 1, 1994, except for the President and the DOE Laboratory Directors®
The President's deferred compensation will end in September, 1995 and will not
convert to base salary {He has announced his departure as of September 30, 1995)
For all executives who were previously eligible for deferred compensation, the net
change in total cash compensation from 1892-83 to 1993-94 1s zero

’Cnmpensatlcn changes ior the DOE Laboratory Directors 18 subject to concurrence by the Department of
Energy



References

Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion Final Annual Report on Fac-
ulty and Admimstrative Salaries in Califorma Public Higher Education, {982-
1983 Commussion Report 82-17 Sacramento The Commussion, April 1982

~ Final Annual Report on Faculty and Admwustrative Salaries in California
Public Higher Educanon, 1983-84 Commussion Report 83-21 Sacramento
The Commussion, April 1983

— Final Annual Report on Faculty and Admimstrative Salaries i California
Public Higher Education, 1984-85 Commussion Report 84-21 Sacramento
The Commussion, June 1984

-- Supplemental Report on Acadenic Salaries, 1985-86 Faculty Salaries in the
Califormia Commumty Colleges, Selected Adminustranve Salaries ar the Univer-
sity of Califormia and the California State University Commussion Report 86-
26 Sacramento The Commussion, September 1986

—. Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1986-87 A Report to the Gov-
ermor and Legislature in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1965)
and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legislation Commussion Report 87-36
Sacramento The Commussion, September 1987

--. Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1987-88 A Report (o the Gov-
emor and Legislature in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1963)
and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legislation Commuission Report 88-30
Sacramento The Commussion, September 1988

— Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1988-89 A Report to the Gov-
ernior and Legisiature in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1965)
and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legislation Commussion Report 89-25
Sacramento The Commussion, September 1989

-- Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1989-90 A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legislature m Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 (1963)
and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legislation Commussion Report 90-21
Sacramento The Commission, September 1990

— Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1990-91 A Report to the Gov-
emor and Legislature in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1963)
and Supplemental Language to the 1979, 1981, and 1990 Budget Acts Commus-
sion Report 91-14 Sacramento The Commussion, September 1991

55



56

-~ Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries 1991-92 A Report to the Gover-
nor and Legislature in Response to Senate Concurrent Reolution No 51 (1963)
and Supplemental Language to the 1979 and 1981 Budget Acts Commission
Report 92-16 Sacramento The Commission, August 1992

-- Executrve Compensation in Califorma’s Public Universities 1992-93 A Re-
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to the 1992 Budget Act Com-
nussion Report $3-4 Sacramento The Commuission, April 1993

-- Executive Compensation mn Caltforma’s Public Umversities 1993-94  The
Second 1n a Series of Reports to the Governor and Legislature in Response to the
1992 Budget Act. Commussion Report 94-14 Sacramento The Commussion,
August 1994

Post, A Alan “Report of A Alan Post to the Regents and the President of the
University of California on Issues Relating to Compensation of University Execu-
tives 7 Regents Agenda Item for the October 5, 1992 Special Meeting of the Com-
muttee on Finance Oakland Office of the President, University of Cahfornia, Sep-
tember 1992



CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Cahforma Postsecondary Education Commus-
sion i3 a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Califormia’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each apponted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education in Calbiforma Two student members are
appointed by the Governor

As of June 1995, the Commussioners representing the
general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Charr

Guillermo Rodriguez, Jr , San Francisco, Vice
Chair

Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Jeffrey I Marston, San Diego

Melinda G Wilson, Torrance

Linda J] Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wnght, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are

Roy T Brophy, Fair Qaks, appointed by

the Regents of the University of Califormia,
Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appomted

by the Cahforma State Board of Education,
Alce Petrossian, Glendale, appointed by

the Board of Governors of the Cahfornia
Community Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appomted by
the Trustees of the Califorma State University,
Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appomted by the
Governor to represent Califorrua’s independent
colleges and umversities, and

Frank R. Martinez, San Lws Obispo, appointed
by the Council for Private Postsecondary and
Vocational Education

The two student representatives are
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby elumunating waste and
unnecessary duphcation, and to promote diversity, innova-
tion, and responsiveness to student and socictal needs ™

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 nstitutions of postsecondary
education in Califorma, including commumnity colleges,
four-year colleges, universihies, and professional and occu-
pational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commusston does not govem or admunister any instrtutions,
nor does 1t approve, authorize, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs its specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other governing, administrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studics
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the high school in Califorma By law,
1ts meetings are open to the public  Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by wrniting the Commission in
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Comnussion’s day-to-day work 1s carmied out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D , who 1s appointed by
the Commussion

Further information about the Commussion and its publi-
cations may be obtained from the Comnussion offices at
1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, Cabforma 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933
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